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REMARKS 

In an Office Action dated April 11, 2005, the Examiner requested that Applicants 
restnct the application to one of the inventions recited in claims 18-25. Rather than 
electing a species identified by the Examiner, the Applicants amended claim 18 to be a 
generic claim, and claims 19-25 were amended to depend therefrom. The non-generic 
subject matter of claim 18 was deleted therefrom and redrafted as new claim 26 
dependent from Calm 18. Thus, the pending claims now comprise generic independent" 
claim 18 and claims 19-26 dependent therefrom. 

In the instant Office Action, the Examiner asserts that the Applicants prior 
response was not fully responsive because it failed to include an election of the 
Invention to be examined even though the restriction requirement was traversed. The 
Applicants again traverse the restriction requirement, but elect Group II (c^ m ^o^ , t is 
to be noted that, due to the claim amendments made in Applicants' prior response the 
spec.es recited in Claim 1 9 is now dependent from claim 1 8, which Applicants believe to 
be a generic claim patentable over the prior art of record. 

The Applicants traverse the restriction requirement on the basis that the species 
are not patentably distinct because they are obvious variants relating to image and 
v.deo transcoding (conversion) hints. The generic claim 18 recites the limitation to the 
use of conversion hints transmitted along with multimedia information, which is not 
d.sclosed by any of the prior art of record, while claims 19-25 recite species of such 
transcoding hints. 

In the Office Action dated August 26, 2004, the Examiner rejected claim 2 as 
being anticipated by Koz and Tso; the subject matter of claim 2, relating to transcoding 
h,nts that ere transmitted along with muNmedia information, is now included in claim 18 
n rejecting tha, subject matter in view of KoZ , the Examiner provided no referee to 
he dcsclosure of such in Koz, see page 5 of that Office Action Furthermore, in rejecting 
that subject matter ,n view of Tso, the Examiner referred to page 5 , lines 1-7 thereof 
That portion of Tso, however, only discloses that a parser is responsible for selective* 

'■^m^Jmrni^^^ bas&t upon prsdetermined selectjon ^ y 
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says nothing about the transmission of transcoding hints along with multimedia 
information. Therefore, Koz and Tso fail to anticipate claim 18. 

The Applicants request a telephonic Interview if the Examiner has any questions 
or requires any additional information that would further or expedite the prosecution of 
the Application. 



Date: May 31, 2005 
Ericsson Inc. 

6300 Legacy Drive, M/S EVR 1-C-11 
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